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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
Physical educators and coaches have speculated for many years on the 
benefits of athletics. Brace (1958) lists fifteen values that physical 
education can give to people who go through any well planned program. 
Among them are "respect for authority" and "experience in leadership." 
Does the program accomplish this aim? Starting out their chapter on 
"Competitive Sports and Athletics," Slusher and Lockhart (1966) contend 
that "athletics provide a primary means through which may be developed 
the habits, attitudes and ideals requisite to ethical competition and 
effective cooperation in a free society." Starr (1961) states that one 
of the purposes of competitive athletics is to "provide a wholesome means 
for release of tension, hostility and the like, which is basic to good 
mental health..." Scott (i960) claims that a positive change in attitude 
and social efficiency will result from participation in physical activ­
ities, and concludes that the challenge in psychology and sports is 
perhaps the greatest of all the problems in physical education. The 
psychologist's role is to shorten the gap between physical activity and 
psychological investigation, to aid the coach in dealing with the prob­
lems of his players, and to aid the player in dealing with his problems. 
Cowell (i960) states that "... there are many gaps in current research 
connecting social research and physical activity." There are many more 
claims to the benefits of athletics (Fagan, 1963; Long, 1963; Ryan, 1963| 
Malpass, I9635 Bryant, 1966j Voltmer, 1967) and very few verifications.
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It appears that benefits of many kinds derived from participation 
in athletics are for the most part taken for granted, Building good 
character is generally accepted or at least implied as a goal and end of 
athletics. Two problems arise from accepting the challenge of building 
a good character. First', one must somehow decide what ,,good,, is. In 
coaching fields, good is inseparably connected to winning. If a coach 
wins he is good. If a team wins good character will naturally follow 
for the players. The second problem is that one must determine how to 
measure success in a character building situation such as coaching an 
athletic team. Success of coaching should be equated to good character 
building if physical educators and coaches mean what they say. Thus in
determining a success criterion, one determines what good is also. The
rut coaches have been forced into is the followingj To be successful 
(i.e., keep a job, have community support) a coach must win, and to 
justify winning at all costs, the coach must claim that winning produces 
good character. Thus, success, winning, and character building are 
fused together. Even in research fields,, success has been measured by 
win-loss records (Fielder, 1953» Loy and Kenyon, 1969), Indeed it is 
possible that winning or losing produces good character, but it is also
possible that they do not. The concern is that there are other cri­
terion of success being overlooked. Success could be measured by any 
or all of the variables - previously mentioned (e.g., positive change in 
attitude, good habits, leadership ability),
As demonstrated the variables one could investigate are many and 
so one must choose. The criteria of success used in this study are
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self-concept, interpersonal perception and the traditional win-loss 
category. Self-concept was picked because of its relationship to cer­
tain "admirable qualities", and because it can be measured empirically. 
Justification and connections are given in the literature section on 
self-concept. Interpersonal perception was used because of the de­
velopment of a fairly refined and bias free measuring technique, and 
because Fiedler (1953) demonstrated some support for a negative con­
nection between interpersonal perception and win-loss records for 
basketball teams.
Self-concept and interpersonal perception have been extensively 
studied in the fields of education, psychology and sociology,
INTERPERSONAL PERCEPTION 
Early studies on interpersonal perception were interested in def­
initions and the usual connections with age, sex, education, personality 
(Gates, 19231 Walton, 1936; Dymond, 19̂ 9, 1950), socioeconomic status
and family background (Chowdhry, 1952; Scodell, 1953; Valentine, 1929)*
* 'Social perception, an early term for interpersonal perception, was de­
fined by Luchins (1950) as ll..• a compromise between what the organism 
is given to see (excitation induced by the stimulus) and what the 
organism is set or wants to see." It is fairly well agreed that inter­
personal perception is the ability to see another accurately, or as that 
person sees himself (Sappenfield, 1965; Gage, 1955; Crombach, 1955; 
Danielian, 1967), Ronald Taft (1955) presents a comprehensive summary 
of early research dealing with "The Ability to Judge People,"
A fairly current issue in interpersonal perception is whether there
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is a general ability to judge others accurately. Getales (1965)#
Tagiuri, Blake and Bruner (1953)* Dorribush, Hastorf, Richardson, Muzzy 
Vreeland (1965) and Cline and Richards (i960, I962) support the view of 
a generalized ability to judge others. Gage and Croribach (1955)*
Pyron (1968), Rabin (1958) and Gleser and Croribach (1953) support the 
view that there is no general ability to judge others. Taft (1955) and 
Allport (1937) conclude that there are two abilities, a general and a 
specific, emphasizing that ability is probably more general than specific. 
The evidence seems to lean in the direction of a general ability.
Tagiuri (1957) attributes.such conflicts as the one above to the 
difference in design and analysis, and indeed, the literature shows a 
development of measuring techniques. Most early studies (Bieri, 1953? 
Fiedler, 1951| Dymond, 1949) used a simple difference score. For ex­
ample, Dymond's (1949) procedure was as follows»
1. A rates himself.
2. A rates B as A thinks B would rate himself,
3. A rates B as A sees B. ..
•iv
4. A rates himself as A thinks B would rate A.
By subtracting the various combinations of two ratings, Dymond 
obtains a measure of empathy. Empathy, according to Dymond, is 11 the 
imaginative transposing of oneself into thinking, feeling, and acting as 
another and so structuring the world as he does." Hastorf and Bender 
(1952) caution against the use of simple difference techniques with the 
argument that successful prediction in such cases is very likely to 
result from projection of ones own personality into the situation.
5
Lindgren and Robinson (1953) point out that the tests commonly used to 
assess similarity are open to bias from responses to cultural norms 
rather than to empathetic feelings. In other words, the judge may 
respond consistently on separate questionnaires for different people in 
accordance with a social norm. Cronbach and Gleser (1953) warn that 
11 it is important for an investigator to recognize the limitations of the 
so called 'Global Approaches'." They also present a method which elimin­
ates from the simple difference score this response set. Cronbach (1955) 
concludes that there are two interpersonal perception scores* an accuracy 
score and an assumed similarity score. Since these scores are affected 
Jby several processes, he broke them into components. The accuracy score, 
which is "the degree to which an individual's perception of character­
istics of another individual or group agrees with which is actually the 
case concerning those others", was broken down into elevation, different 
tial elevation, stereotyped accuracy and differential accuracy, Cronbach 
felt it wasndt necessary to break the assumed similarity score into com­
ponent parts. Assumed similarity is defined as "the degree to which an 
individual assumes that another individual or group hold attitudes and 
opinions characteristic of himself." If one uses accuracy as a measure 
of interpersonal perception, then the score should be broken into its 
component parts (Croribach, 1953? Rabin, 1958? Bronfenbrenner, Harding, 
and Gallwey, 1958? Cline and Richards, I960; Danielian, 1967? Cline 
and Richards, 1962),
Several other methods to measure interpersonal perception have 
been tried. Gage, Leavett and Stone (1956) suggest that many of the
6
techniques developed previously are really indices of "intermediary keys.” 
Eight keys are mentioned, and each key represented a reference point 
around which a component of accuracy variance could be analyzed* Jackson, 
Messick, and Solley (1957) present a multi-dimensional scaling approach, 
Rudin (1959) states that the method of "bisection and equal appearing 
intervals" is useful, and Crow and Hammond (1957) claim that a random 
comparison method is superior because the distribution is normal. 
Moursund*s (1967) scale of interpersonal perception is called "The Ways 
of Looking at People (WLP)," Finally, Laing, Phillipson, and Lee (1966) 
present a detailed method to analyze dyadic relationships. The assumed 
similarity score developed by Croribach is used as a measure of interper­
sonal perception in this study. . >■
r . ' -
SELF-CONCEPT
In order to justify the use of self-concept, one must provide a 
definition and present data connecting self-concept with admirable 
qualities.. Schaffer and Shoben (1956) define self-concept as "a pattern 
of attitudes" about oneself learned throughout life in "the same way as 
other attitudes." Kendler (1968) defines self-concept in a similar way.
He states that the "self-concept emerges from an individual’s experience 
and in turn influences his behavior." The self in Kendler*s conception 
is a concept of learned attitudes an individual acquires about himself. 
Fishbein (1967) presents a comprehensive collection of articles on the 
definition of attitude, however, a simpler definition provided by 
Kendler (1968) is used herej "A tendency to respond in a characteristic
?
way to some social stimulus (e.g., idea, principle, subject).”
Brownfain (1951) asked his Ss to rate themselves as a positive self, 
'•how he hoped he was,” a negative self, "how he feared he was," a pri­
vate self, the most accurate estimation of himself as he really was, and 
as a social self, as he believed others saw him. He used the Guilford 
Inventory of Factors and used as measures of stability, the positive self 
minus the negative self and the social self minus the private self, 
Fisher t results led to the following conclusioni "all findings support 
the theoretical prediction that Ss with stable self-concepts are better 
adjusted than those with unstable self-concepts," Engel (1959) tested 
172 adolescents on a two-year study of self-concept stability. He found 
-ihn item by item correlation of ,53 between self-concept Q-sort obtained 
in 195*4- and 1956. This, Engel claimed, demonstrated the relative stab­
ility of self-concept. However, Ss with negative self-concept at the 
first testing were significantly less stable than those with positive 
self-concepts. The F-test between the highest 20 percent and lowest 
20 percent on self-concept when Q-sorts were converted to Z scores was 
28,12. An F equal to 5»6 was significant at the .05 level.
Butcher (1968) found "some indication that there is a relationship 
between the student's self-concept and achievement," Cochran (1968) 
showed that self and ideal self-concepts were both positively correlated 
with school motivation. The correlations were ,20 and ,18 respectively. 
Both were reported significant at the ,01 level, Berger (1952) found a 
positive relationship between acceptance of self and others. The corr­
elations for the five groups studied were ,36-Day Students, ,65-Evening
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Students, ,56-Prisoners, 170-Stutterers, and ,45-IMCA Class, The sig­
nificance level ranged from ,06 to .006. One further study in achieve­
ment motivation, Martin (1956), claimed that "the (self-ideal) minus 
(self-rating) discrepancy means that people with high generalized 
achievement motivation desire those traits associated with achievement, 
but they do not see themselves as possessing those traits. It should be 
noted that Martin said nothing about positive or negative self-concepts. 
'He only talked about the discrepancy. As for race, sex and socioeconomic 
influences, McDonald and Gynther (1959) found that race and sex have 
considerable influence on one*s self and ideal self-concept, but socio­
economic status does not have much influence. Finally, Barker (1968) 
concluded that gender affects the prediction value of self-concept, at 
least for college students.
In light of the evidence, it would appear to be valuable for a 
person to have or obtain positive attitudes about himself, a good 
self-concept. Does participation in organized athletics achieve this 
goal? Do winning teams change the self-concept more in a favorable 
direction than losing ones? Is self-concept related to interpersonal 
perception? The assumption is that winning, if winning is a good thing, 
will have a positive effect on self-concept. In other words, partici­
pation on a winning team or on a team with high expectancy to win should 
raise the self-concept. Also, in light of a few studies cited pre­
viously, another positive relationship (i.e., related to admirable 
qualities) is a small self-ideal discrepancy. The assumption is the 
same, and therefore, winning teams or teams that expect to win should
9
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show a small self-ideal discrepancy or a least a smaller discrepancy 
than losing teams or teams that expect to do poorly. It should be noted 
that the actual win-loss record and expectant win-loss record are most 
likely related. A team more than likely has reason for expecting to do 
well. The following hypotheses were constructed to investigate these 
problems»
I, Members of winning teams t teams with the best win-loss 
x records will show a relatively greater change in
self-concept than will members of losing teams,
II, Members of winning teams will show a smaller (self) 
minus (ideal self) discrepancy than losing teams.
. III. Members of teams that expect to "do well" before the 
season starts will show a smaller discrepancy than 
than members of teams that do hot expect to "do well."
IV, There will be a positive correlation between winning 
and self-concept as measured pre- and post season.
V. There will be a positive correlation between the teams’ 
x expectancies and actual win-loss records.
VI, There will be positive correlations between the teams’
pre-season records and both expectancies and self-concepts. 
It was thought that there must be some relation between the teams’ 
self-concept and the coaches self-concept. The coach is able to convey 
his attitudes to a group of players who look to him for basketball 
guidance. It seems likely that some of the coaches’ attitudes will rub 
off. Fiedler (1953) found that captains of basketball teams with
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successful (i.e., winning) seasons were somewhat distant to their team­
mates as measured by assumed similarity. Irrespective of winning, a 
team must have some connection to its coach, and it seems plausible that 
that a higher self-concept would be conducive to being closer to the 
coach. The hypotheses to test this arei
VII. Assumed similarity between the coach and his team will
be closer for teams whose members have high self-concepts 
both pre- and post season.
VIII. Similarity between the coach and his players will be
closer for teams who have high self-concepts than for
teams with low self-concepts both pre- and post season.
CHAPTER II 
METHOD
I. SUBJECTS
The Ss were varsity basketball teams and their coaches from thir­
teen high schools that compose the Big Sixteen League in Montana. All 
sixteen teams were asked to participate. Two teams refused and exchange 
- of mail and telephone calls for the third were not completed in time for 
this study.
Twelve teams provided ten players awl one team provided nine for 
the first test given before the first league game. Thirteen coaches 
took the first test. Eight teams provided eight players, four teams 
provided seven players, and one team provided six players for the second
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testing. All Ss were tested in their own high school or practice area 
by the experimenter. Several players quit, others were eliminated by 
the coach and some couldn’t make the testing session for the second 
administration. Since each high school was visited, a good deal of time 
was spent by traveling between cities. Therefore, it was necessary to 
have a tight time schedule, and players unable to attend the session 
in their school were not tested. Only Ss who were present for both 
administrations were used. One coach did not take the second test,
II. MATERIALS
The Tennessee Self-Concept Scale (TSCS) was used to evaluate 
self-concept as defined previously. This scale was developed by
11
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William H. Fitts (1965)* It consists of two forms: The Counseling
Form (CF) and The Clinical and Research Form (CR), each containing the 
same 100 items. The difference is that the CR has a slightly different 
profiling system, has more variables, and is ,fmore complex in scoring, 
analysis, and interpretation." The original work on this scale began 
in 1955 and has been revised until the present form was arrived at. 
Test-retest reliability for all scores of the TSCS was obtained by 
Fitts (1965). The range was from .80 to .92 for the scores used in this 
study. Congdon (1958) used a shorter version of TSCS and found re­
liability of .88 for the Scale. Validity was demonstrated by Fitts 
- in showing that the TSCS differentiates between a normalizing group, 
a personality integrated group, and a group of mental hospital patients. 
Fitts reported studies correlating the TSCS with the MMPI, EPPS and 
other personality measures. In each case, the TSCS was reported as 
measuring what it was supposed to measure, namely self-concept,
. Greenberg and Frank (1965), Rentz and White (1967), Vincent (1968), 
and Vacchiano and Strauss (1968) have confirmed previous reliability 
and validity checks of the TSCS. Fitts (1965) also stated that the test 
will differentiate changes due to significant events. If winning and/or 
losing are .significant events, then the TSCS should pick up the change,
III. PROCEDURE
Each player was provided with a TSCS booklet and a packet of answer 
sheets stapled together. Each answer sheet contained a separate set of 
instructions from that found in the TSCS booklet. The instructions on
13
each answer sheet weret
1. Print your name at the top of the sheet. Answer the 
following questions as they apply specifically to you.
There are no right or wrong answers. Only your per­
sonal feelings count. Your name is needed only for 
analysis and you will remain anonymous,
2. Print the name of your coach at the top of this sheet.
Answer these questions as you think your coach would 
answer them. Try to guess the way he would answer these 
questions. The experimentor is the only one that will 
see this sheet.
3. This time you are to think how you would like to be.
What is your ideal? Now answer the questions as to what 
you would like to be.
The coach was presented with a test booklet, and only the first 
and third answer sheets, since for this study the coach’s perceived re­
sponses of his team members was not measured. An introductory talk on 
the importance of this research and a reassurance to the Ss that they 
would remain anonymous was presented. The TSCS instructions and the 
instructions on each answer sheet were read to all Ss. The order of the 
answer sheets in each packet was randomized to minimize the effect due 
to the possibility of responding rapidly "in order to finish the task.
The Ss were tested in a group. Most coaches took the test at the same 
time as their players. It should be noted that some coaches preferred 
to take the test in their offices, and a few preferred a different time 
than their teams. However, all coaches were given the instructions for 
the test with their teams,
Ss were asked to number the three answer sheets from one to three 
in the order they were given.and to circle each number. Then the Ss 
were told that their circled number was the order they were to proceed
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with the test. The Ss were asked to remove the stable holding the three
sheets together and to read silently the instructions on their circled
sheet numbered one. The time was given, and the Ss were asked to record
the time in the time box provided on the TSCS answer sheet and then to
begin the test. After the player finished one sheet, he brought it to 
the experimentor, was told the time, recorded the time on the next sheet 
and went through the entire TSCS booklet of 100 items for his circled 
sheet numbered two. After the player finsihed the second sheet, he brought 
it to the experimentor, recorded the time given and went through the TSCS 
for circled sheet numbered three. Periodic checks were made during the 
testing sessions to insure that the Ss were carrying out the instructions 
in the prescribed manner. At the turn-in of the last sheet, each player 
and coach was asked, ’’How well do you think you’ll do? Predict the number 
of games you think you’ll win this year of the twenty you'll play." This 
number, as well as the win-loss records at the time of the first meeting, 
was recorded (the teams had played six to eight preseason games at the 
time of the first test).
in.
The TSCS was given to members of all teams once before the first 
league game and once after the season was over. A Likert type scoring 
system was used as prescribed by the TSCS Manual.
The team score for assumed similarity (ASî ) and similarity (Sî ) 
were computed as follows (Cronbach, 1955)*
1. ASi2 = (l/kn)» (Yoij - Xij)2, where
Xij is each team member’s description of himself on item i,
Yoij is each team member’s description of how he thinks the 
coach will respond on item i,
15
k Is the number of items, and
n is the number of Ss for the team being evaluated.
2. Si2 = (i/kn). (Yij -Xij)2, where
Yij is the coach’s description of himself on item i,
A change in self-concept (Chi) was measured by the difference be­
tween responses on sheet one for the first administration and sheet one 
for the second administrations
Chi = (Xijl - Xij2), where
Xijl is each team member’s self description on item i for the first 
administration, and
X£j2 is each team member’s self description on item i for the second 
administration.
The Chi score for the purposes of correlation was measured as 
follows s
Chi2 = (i/kn)- (Xijl - Xij2)2.
This is simply an average score over items and subjects. All scores
used in analysis of variance are simple difference scoreis, like Chi.
This was done in order to eliminate decimal numbers of the kind obtained
o o pfrom using average scores of ASi , Si and Chi*.
The discrepancy scores between ideal self-concept and self-concept 
were differences between the two for each player and measured as follows t
1, Di = (Xij - Xil) for analysis of variance, where
Xil is each team member’s rating of his ideal self-concept on 
item i.
2. Di2 = (i/kn)* (Xij - Xil)2 for correlation.
16
Each score was computed from the results before and after the season.
The design and analysis for each hypothesis was as follows! 
Hypothesis I - A three-way factorial repeated measures design with 
teams nested under win-loss was used. Teams were selected on the basis 
of their win-loss records at the end of the season. The measure was Chi, 
Hypothesis II - The same repeated measures design was used. The 
measure was Di,
Hypothesis III - The design is similar to the one used in II with
\
the exception that teams were divided according to expectancy rather 
than win-loss, Di was the measure.
Hypotheses IV, V, VI, VII and VHI were examined by product moment 
correlations•
CHAPTER III
RESULTS
The results applying to Hypotheses I, II and III are found in 
Table i. The design in all cases was a 4 X 3 X 16 factorial analysis 
with teams nested under win-loss or expectancy and repeated measures on 
categories. Breaking teams into four win-loss groups was an arbitrary 
decision. Teams with very good, good, poor, and very poor.records are 
compared. This was simply an attempt at separating winning and losing 
to a finer degree than the usual win-loss dichotomy.
Fitts* (1965) TSCS scoring sheet contains several different scores 
that can be computed from the S*s responses. The scores selected on the 
basis of their discriminability and ease of computation were Total 
Positive, Row Scores (i.e., Physical Self, Moral-Ethical Self, Personal 
Self, Family Self, and Social Self), Column Scores (i.e., Identity, Self 
Satisfaction, and Behavior), and Self Criticism. Categories, Factor C,
has sixteen scores. The TSCS as used by Fitts has nine scores. This
' \
discrepancy is due to the fact that Row Scores and Column Scores in the 
TSCS have blocks of items which contribute to the total of both. For 
example, Column A, Physical Self, is obtained by summing the scores of 
Row 1, Identity, Row 2, Self Satisfaction, and Row 3, Behavior within 
Column A (See Figure i). In order to eliminate this confounding scoring 
method, each block of items is considered as one category, making a 
total of sixteen (See Table 2),
The main effects, Factor A, is the crucial test for Hypotheses
17
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TABLE 1
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR 
HYPOTHESES I, II, & III
Source of Variation SS df MS J
Test for Hypothesis I-Chi 
A (Win-Loss)
B(a) (Teams within Win-Loss) 
%C (Categories)
AC 
■ B(a)C
3,225.26
8,925.90
15,870.44
5,539.52
15,966.88
3
8
15
45
120
1,075.89 
1,115.74 
1,058.03 
123.10 
133.06
.96
8.59**
.93
Test for Hypothesis II-D1 
A (Win-Loss)
B(a) (Teams within Win.Loss) 
C (Categories)
AC
B(a)C
12.699.94
20.266.94
88,894.72
11,673.48
48,868.37
38
15
45
120
4.233.31 
2,528.37
5.926.31 
259.40 
407.24
1.67
22.85**
.66
Test for Hypothesis II-D2 
A (Win-Loss)
B(a) (Teams within Win-Loss) 
C (Categories)
AC
B(a)C
3,329.99
23.260.97
53.995.98 
9,445.98
28,553.81
3
8
15
45
120
1,109.99
2,907.62
3,599.71
210.13
237.95
♦38
17.13**
.88
Test for Hypothesis III-D2 
A (Expectancy)
B(a) (Teams within A)
C (Categories)
AC
B(a)C
4,231.20 
17,262.68 
88,894.72 
8,032.77 
39,568.66
38
15
45
120
1,410.41
2,157.84
5,926.31
178.51
329.74
.65
33.20**
.54
'**p<.01
f
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Col. A Col. B Col. C Col. D Col. E SC
Row 1 items
1-6
items
19-24
items
37-42
items
55-60
items 
73-78 .
91
92
93
94
Row 2 items
7-12
items
25-30
items
1+3-48
items
61-66
items
79-84
95
96
97
98
Row 3 items
13-18
items
31-36
items
49-51+
items
67-72
items
85-90
99
100
FIGURE 1
REPRESENTATION OF TSCS SCORE SHEET.
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• TABLE 2
CATEGORY DIFFERENTIATION
Category Terminology
1 Column A (Physical Self) - Row 1 (Identity)
2 Column B (Moral-ethical Self) - Row 1 (Identity)
3 Column C (Personal Self) - Row 14 Column D (Family Self) - Row 1
5 Column E (Social Self) - Row 1
6 Column A - Row 2 (Self Satisfaction)
7 Column B - Row 2
8 Column C - Row 2
9 Column D - Row 2
10 Column E - Row 2
11 Column A - Row 3 (Behavior)
12 Column B - Row 3
13 Column C - Row 314 Column D - Row 3
15 Column E - Row 3
16 Column for Self Criticism
I, II and III, It was hypothesized that winning teams would show a 
greater change in self-concept than losing teams. Winning teams would 
also show a smaller (self) minus (ideal self) discrepancy both before 
and after the season. Neither conjecture was supported by the data 
shown in Table 1. It was also hypothesized that teams expecting to 
’•do well'' before the league play stated would show a smaller discrepancy 
than losing teams. Table 1 gives no significant support for this 
hypothesis.
Hypothesis IV stated that the' data would demonstrate a positive 
correlation between teams’ expectancies (ET) and actual win-loss
records (W-L), The correlation matrix shown in Table 3 gives the results.
The correlation between ET and W-L is .71 which is significant at p<.01 
level.
Hypothesis V stated that there would be a positive correlation 
between W-L and self-concept measured both pre-and post season (TP1, TP2). 
The correlations are ,06 and -.09 for W-L by TP1 and W-L by TP2 re­
spectively. Hypothesis V was not given support.
Hypothesis VI stated that there would be a positive correlation 
between teams’ pre-season record (PS) and both expectancy and self-concept. 
The correlation for PS and W-L is ,81 and is significant at p<,01 level.
The correlation for PS and TP1 is -.06, and for PS and TP2 is -.12.
Hypohtesis VI was supported only for the PS by W-L variable.
Hypothesis VII stated the assumed similarity (ASi) between the 
coach and his players will be closer for teams whose members have high 
self-concepts than for teams with low self-concepts. In terms of
22.
TABLE 3
CORRELATION MATRIX
Item S2 ASl AS2 W-L PS EC ET TP1 TP2 11 12 Chi D2
Si .73**.53* .49* 43 .04 .26 -*27 -.51* -.31 .53* 49 .45 .58**
S2 .58* .61**.4? .51* .40 .43 -.65**-.49 .30 .10 ,64**.64**
ASl 41 .18 .35 .24 43 -.45 -.34 .02 -.20 .34 .25
AS2 .09 .10 .26 -.03 -.19 -.49* .21 .14 .17 .55*
W-L .81**.58* .71** .06 -.09 -.11 -.07 .28 .35
PS .86**.89**-.0 6 -.12 .10 45 .31 .30
EC .89**-.003 -.01 -.03 -.37 .68**.44ET -43 .04 .05 -.19 .31 .17TP1 ..69*^13 -.28 -.09 -.52*
TP2 -.07 -.34 -.006 -.59**
11 .02 -.04 .04
12 .09 .58**
Chi .55*
*p<.05
**pc.Ol
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correlation, a significant negative correlation between ASi and TPi or 
TP2 would lend support for this hypothesis. In other words, the higher 
the self-concept, the lower the assumed similarity or the lower the 
self-concept, the higher the assumed similarity. The correlations arei 
ASl and TPI = -.4-5, AS2 and TPI = -.19, ASl and TP2 = -.34, and AS2 and 
TP2 = - .49. All correlations are in the predicted direction, but only 
ASl and TP2 is significant.
Hypothesis VIII stated that the similarity (Si) between the coach 
and his team will be closer for teams who have high self-concepts than 
for teams with low self-concepts. In terms of correlation, a significant 
negative correlation between Si and TPI or TP2 would lend support to this 
hypothesis. The correlations are'i SI and TPI = -.51« 52 and TPI = -.65, 
Si and TP2 =-.31, and S2 and TP2 = -.49, All correlations are in the 
predicted direction, S2 and TPI is significant at pc.Ol level, SI by 
TPI and S2 by TP2 are significant at p«,.05 level.
The results for both Hypotheses VII and VIII are in the predicted 
direction. The correlations are not impressively high, but they are 
negative and several are significant. There is some support for these 
hypotheses, at least enough support not to reject them, but to consider 
the matter open for futher investigation.
One of the major variables under consideration was the effect of 
winning and losing on self-concept. As Table 1 demonstrated, there was 
no significant change in self-concept as related to win-loss. The 
correlations between W-L and self-concept were small. If one examines 
carefully the correlation matrix in Table 3 for W-L with all other vari­
ables, it becomes apparent that W-L correlates significantly only with
2h
pre-season record and expectancies by both the coach and team. This 
gives justification for two interpretations. First, win-loss record 
per se has no predictable effect on the teams' self-concept as measured 
in this study. It makes no difference whether the self-concept is meas­
ured as a Total Positive Score (TPI, TP2), a Discrepancy Score (Di), or 
a Change Score (Chi). Further support for this is given in Table 4. 
Factor A was Tournament versus Non-tournament Teams, This is a different 
grouping than W-L since any team regardless of their record at the end 
of season play is eligible for the State Tournament. Teams gained a 
place in the tournament by Division play-offs. Some teams with poor or 
' mediocre records did earn a place in the tournament (See Table 5).
Again, there were no significant differences between Tournament and 
Non-tournament teams, as measured by the Discrepancy Score. These kinds 
■ of results do not eliminate all possibilities of the effect of W-L on 
self-concept. What the results do is to suggest that for this group of 
basketball teams, the effect of winning and losing on team self-concept: 
or team* self-concept on winning and losing as measured by TSCS is 
negligible. It is possible that individual effects are there, but are 
being covered up by averaging to obtain team scores.
A second interpretation is that the relationships between interper­
sonal perception, self-concept and the various ways of determining 
success used in this study are fairly stable. Teams were broken down 
three ways, looked at pre-and post season, and the results were pretty 
much the same. Correlations were taken before and after the season 
with the results being similar. Again, such data are not conclusive,
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TABLE 4
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR 
TOURNAMENT V. NONTOURNAMENT TEAMS
Source of Variation SS df MS F
Test using Di
AT (Tournament-Nontournament) 281.98 1 281.98 .2?
B(at) (Teams within AT) 10,504.02 10 1,050.40 —
C (Categories) 44,h86.00 15 2,965.73 22.47**ATC 1,979.48 15 131.97 .37B(at)C 21,782.1? 60 363.03
Test using D2
AT 26.58 1 26.58 .02
B(at) 13,268.90 10 1,326.89 —
C 26,268.90 15 1,799.86 14.5?**ATC 1,852.52 15 123.49 .̂ 3B(at)C 17,152.52 60 285.88
TABLE 5
COMPARISON OF BREAKDOWNS 
FOR ANALYSIS OF VARIANCES
Win-Loss Tourney-Nontourney ET/20 Games
i 1 3
2 3 1
3 6 5
5
5 7 26 12 8
7 10
8 8 6
9 10 9
10 9 12
11
11 2 7
12 13 13
13 11
There is no "4” since one of the teams was
eliminated for the analysis of variance
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but are suggestive for futher research on the effects of winning or 
losing on various measures of success.
Table 1 and Table 4 show significant differences consistently for 
Teams within Factor A, whether it be win-loss, expectancy or Tournament 
placement, and Factor C, Categories. The scoring system for the TSCS 
would account for the high differences between the sixteen categories.
The TSCS profiling sheet has each raw score graphed according to T Score 
and Percentile (See Appendix A). The raw scores are not directly com­
parable across categories. For example, a raw score of ninety for Row 2 
and a raw score of 105 for Row 3 are both equal to a T Score of forty,
' Raw scores were used in the analysis for this study. The significant 
results could be indicative of real differences, but to decide such 
would require conversion of individual raw scores to T Scores or Per­
centiles by the profiling system. It would seem logical to guess that 
a basketball player or any athlete would tend to score higher on Column A, 
Physical Self, than he would on some other score. In any case, that kind 
of question is still open for analysis.
It may be that individual differences would demonstrate some im­
portant results. For example. All-state players may show a greater 
change in self-concept than their team members, or the team captain may 
have a more positive self-concept than a player who sits the bench. The 
starting five may have smaller Discrepancy scores than the rest of the 
team, or a junior who makes the varsity team but sits on the bench may 
have aihigher self-concept than a senior who has played a season before.
This is a small sample of groupings concerned with individuals. The
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present experiment dealt with team differences, not individual, and found 
no support for those hypotheses looking at success and self-concept by 
team,
A few other correlations from Table 3 are interesting. Both SI and 
S2 correlate with D2 at p«,01, This indicates that there is a tendency 
for teams with high similarity scores (i.e., scores less similar to the 
coaches scores) also have high Discrepancy scores. Both TPI and TP2 
show a significant negative correlation with D2, It appears that the 
.higher the self-concept the smaller the Discrepancy, Chi scores correlate 
with D2 positively indicating that the higher the Chi score, the higher 
the Discrepancy, The last three correlations are in agreement with 
previous research on discrepancy and stability of self-concept cited in 
the Introduction. It is of some interest to note that the ET by W-L 
correlation is higher than the correlation of EC with W-L. It appears 
that if winning is the goal, it pays to think one is going to win, or 
- if one has won in the past, he'*will expect to win in the future.
CHAPTER IV
DISCUSSION
It is interesting in view of the lack of support connecting winning 
with good character to hear truly great coaches such as Paul Bryant of 
the University of Alabama (1966) say, ,l... the thing that I think coach­
ing is, is winning, and I want to make that clear to you. Certainly 
there are a lot of things that go along with it, but I contend that 
'winning, if you win, you will take care of all the little goodies that 
go along with it, all of the things that you benefit ... you get by
S'
winning." Bryant goes on to say that ••church, classroom, and the home 
can't teacH’some of things his program gives to young men. In his book, 
Championship Basketball with Jack Gardner, Gardner (1961) states,
'•Herbert Hoover has said that next to religion, ath­
letics provide the greatest opportunity for teaching of 
morals. Based upon this premise it is obvious that the 
coach is one of the most influential persons in a boy's 
life. This presents a serious challenge, since the coach 
is faced with a big share of the responsibility of guiding 
youngsters during their growing-up years. His stature as 
a coach is measured by his success in helping them firm 
up their personality traits; intelligently face their 
personal and emotional problems 5 develope self- and group 
discipline; and recognize the importance of good citi­
zenship."
The negative results for Hypotheses I, II, III, and IV do not give 
support for Bryant's statement and those who feel similarly. Gardner 
may be right, but if winning does not take care of all the problems, 
whether they be emotional or personal, then such philosophy and practice 
should not continue.
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There may be numerous reasons why self-concept was not influenced 
by winning and losing or vice-versa in this research. It could be that 
self-concept is an extremely stable sort of thing, and most of the atti­
tudes one has about oneself, are firmed up before students reach high 
school. Jersild (i960) in his book Child Psychology presents a compre­
hensive compilation of data to show development that takes place in child­
hood, and indeed, many theorists have talked of the early development of 
the self (e.g., see Hall and Lindzey, 1957). The only problem with this 
' idea is that a change in self-concept for teams was obtained. Most teams 
over the course of the season did improve their self-concpt. This effect 
could be a result of the reduction in sample size for the second admin­
istration (See Table 6), however, comparing those players who took the 
first and second tests did not indicate this. Closely related to stabil- 
ity is generality of self-concept. Many single events could have in­
fluenced the TSCS score of any day. For example, a player may have 
flunked, an exam or lost his girl friend or the day the test was given.
On the other hand, it is possible that the event of playing on a winning 
" or losing basketball team would not singly affect the self-concept. It 
was thought that players are so involved in their high school basketball, 
that winning or losing over the season would have an effect. This con­
jecture simply may not be the case. Both questions are open for research: 
Can athletic events alter the self-concept, and if they can, then at what 
stage in life are the events sigfificant?
Another explanation is that winning or losing a basketball game is 
not related in any meaningful way to the self-concept of basketball teams.
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TABLE 6
COMPARISON OF SAMPLE SIZE
Team Nla ' N2b
i 10 6
2 10 8
3 10 8
it 10 8
5 10 7
6 10 8
7 10 8
8 10 8
9 10 8
10 9 7
11 10 7
12 10 8
13 10 7
aNl-first administration 
1^2-second
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This is a gross generalization in view of the small amount of data, 
but it is a plausible hypothesis. If it is continually found that 
self-concept is not related to W-L, and the evidence cited in the Intro­
duction connecting positive self-concept to achievement and adjustment 
is continually reaffirmed, then the question is, should so much emphasis 
be placed on winning. Several other considerations are of note. There 
may be considerable effevts on self-concept for individuals as mentioned 
previously. There may be a differential effect if one compares team 
sports, such as basketball or football to individual sports such as 
swimming or wrestling. It is possible that more of one’s attitudes 
about himself are involved in individual sports than team sports. In 
team sports it may be that ”others” can be blamed for losing or given 
credit for winning. In that case, the teams as an average would hot 
necessarily be affected by winning or losing.
Hypothesis V could be explained by any of those men who believe in 
the effects of positive thinking (Maltz, i960). However, the correlation 
between PS and W-L is .81. Teams who had winning pre-seasons also had
v..
winning seasons. Expectancy, measured pre-season, has a correlation of 
.89 with PS, It could be that Expectancy is more a function of the 
games played than the games played is a function of the Expectancy.
It seems plausible that if one compiled seven wins and no defeats, then 
the Expectancy to win would be high for the remaining games. Correlation 
alone can not provide support for this conjecture. It is interesting to 
note that the correlations of W-L with Expectancy are lower than PS with 
Expectancy, This gives some reason for the conjecture. Two facts not
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apparent in the correlations are that coaches were better predictors of
actual W-L records, and consistently predicted winning fewer games than 
the players did (See Table 7),
The last two hypotheses were in part supported. Again, the results 
could be viewed from a number of theoretical viewpoints. In conditioning 
theory, the coach is controlling the reinforcement contingencies. He 
xreinforces an action of the player that is in accordance with his, the 
coaches, philosophy and punishes that action contrary to his philosophy. 
Thus, the player is shaped in a prescribed manner 1 along with raising 
the self-concept, the ASi and Si scores would be lowered. This idea 
is testable. Reinforcements on the basketball floor are often visible 
and recordable. The number of times a coach talks to a player could be 
one measure. Another might be the pats on the back a player receives. 
These could be correlated with self-concept, ASi and Si, This raises 
another question of significance. What effect does coaching style have 
on self-concept?
Heider’s (I960) balance theory could also be used in explaining the 
obtained results on ASi and Si. If the coach (i.e., his self-concept or 
predicted self-concept) is seen as Other (0), the team is seen as. a 
Person (P), and basketball as the object (X), then the following incon- 
gruent triad could be set upi
TABLE 7
FRACTIONAL REPRESENTATION OF 
P-S. W-L, ET AND EC FOR TEAMS
Team P-S/7-8 Games W-L/20 Games ET/20 Games EC/20 Games
r i .88 .85 .90 .90
2 .86 .75 .80 .75
3 1.00 .70 .97 -4 .57 .63 .64 .55
5 .83 .65 .84 .80
6 .75 .55 .75 -
7 .38 .45 .56 .50
8 .71 .45 .78 .50
9 .57 .40 ' .69 .55
10 .29 .40 .77 .60
11 .13 ,40 .44 .35
12 .*+3 .35 .60 .50
13 .13 .15 .48 .15
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Both the coach and the team like basketball. One can assume that if they 
did not, they would not be coaching or playing. Admittedly, this may not 
always be the case. If the team’s self-concept is not similar to the 
coach’s or predicted coach’s, then an imbalance will occur. There are 
several ways to change to a balance situation? two of which are when a 
team develops a negative view of playing basketball, or when the team 
changes to view the coach as similar (ASi) or actually changes to. sim­
ilarity (Si), Some players did quit or were dismissed over the season,
~ This may indicate a restoration of balance. The fact that Si and ASi 
scores are correlated negatively with self-concept could be an indica­
tion that a balance is achieved. Note that this does not require 
self-concept to be high, but that it will be higher when one is or sees 
the coach as similar. The coach and teams are alike, or at least see 
each other as alike. Some data not considered in the hypotheses are 
found in Appendix A and in Table 8 in Appendix B, Fitts (1965) gives 
a profile for normative data, mental patients (MHP) and a personality 
integrated group (Pi), The profile sheets in Appendix A show a profile 
for the real self concept first and second administration (R1, R2), 
ideal self-concepts first and second administration(II, 12), PI and MHP, 
The normative data is the T Score of fifty. Although there is variation 
from team to team, there is a consistent trend, R2 and R1 are below the 
normative line and in the area of PI. Statistically, differences be­
tween all combinations of these profiles are reported in Table 8. All 
scores were converted to T Scores from the profile sheet and t-tests 
were made. The real self-concept and ideal self-concept differed for
both first and second administration, but the two discrepancies did not. 
This suggests that the differences between real and ideal were fairly 
similar for the first and second administration. It does not say that 
the self or ideal went up or down. Thus, the comparisons between R1 by 
R2 and II by 12 were made. If the absolute discrepancy socre was used, 
then II by 12 shows slightly more significance than Rl by R2. Both are 
significant at the p<.0l level. If a positive directional change (i.e., 
the self or ideal self-concept score increases from first to second ad­
ministration) is looked at, then no significance is found for II by 12 
and high significance for Rl by R2. The profile sheets confirm the 
decision that self-concept did go up for most teams over the course of 
the season, while the ideal self-concept went up for about as many teams 
as it went down. The rest of the comparisons were aimed at determining 
how close to MHP and PI the teams1 Rl, R2, II and 12 were. These measures 
were directional. Rl and R2 were significantly higher than MHP and lower 
than PI. Also, II and 12 were significantly higher than the MHP group 
and higher than the PI group. The one exception is II by 12,
These results were unexpected since it was thought that athletes 
in general would have high self-concepts. Since there were no control 
groups (e.g., ten students not involved in athletics from each high 
school), then it is impossible to conclude that the basketball players 
in Montana are lower than the average high school student. However,
Fitts1 normalizing group of 626 Ss consisted of people from various 
parts of the country, ages range from twelve to sixty-eight,... approxi­
mately equal numbers of both sexes, Negro and white subjects, represents-
tives of all social, economic, and educational levels from sixth grade 
to Ph.D. Subjects were obtained from high school and college classes..." 
Sundby (I962) collected data with high school students specifically, and 
his data compared to Fitts1 normative data. The self-concepts taken as 
team averages are below the norm in most cases. On the other hand, the 
ideal self-concepts were fiarly high and close to the PI group.
A possible explanation is found in relating self-concept to achieve­
ment motivation (McClelland, 1953)* Throughout all of McClelland’s re­
search on the Achievement Motivation Hypothesis, (See Brown, I965), one. 
common thread was found; high motivation was always correlated with eco­
nomic growth. McClelland was referring to a need to achieve measured by 
the imagery used in writing stories. Fitts (I965) correlated Total P, 
Row Scores and Column Scores with the Achievement Score on Edwards Per­
sonal Preference Schedule (EPPS), All nine scores used from the TSCS 
were negatively correlated at the p<.01 level with Achievement.
Anastasi (1961) described Achievement for the EPPS as "to do one's best, 
to accomplish something very difficult or ̂ .significant." Thus, the lower 
the self-concept, the higher the need to achieve or the higher the teams’ 
self-concept the lower the need to achieve. The economy through the 
1950’s and 1960’s has been on the upswing, and, according to McClelland, 
because of this the achievement motivation would be high. It could be 
that these basketball players developed a high need to achieve, due to 
the rise in economy. The high ideal and ideal-real discrepancy is in­
dicative of this. Basketball could be one way of fulfilling this need.
One assumption made in order for this to be plausible is that low
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need for achievement be unrelated or negatively related to actual achieve­
ment. The following connections have supported:
1, Low self-concept and high need for achievement (i.e., negative 
correlation between Achievement of EPPS and TSCS, Fitts (1965).
2, High self-concept and high achievement (i.e., research by Harrow 
and Fox (1968) and Butcher and Martin cited in the Introduction).
3, High self-concept and low need for achievement (i.e., negative 
correlation between Achievement on EPPS and TSCS).
The connection to be examined is achievement with the need to achieve.
For example, a basketball player who is selected as an all-star could 
- be put in the group that actually achieved. A player who sat on the 
bench could be put in the non-achiever's group. Another example is that 
of academic achievement. A player who has a GPA of 3*5 or something 
similar could be put in an academic achiever group, and a player with a 
GPA of 2.0 or something similar could be placed in a group of academic 
non-achievers. Then the EPPS and TSCS could be administered, and results 
examined,
All of these thoughts and theories are no more or less than that.
The purpose of this research was to attempt to throw some light on the 
long extablished philosophy that winning per se is a "good" thing, and 
to examine the interpersonal perception and self-concept of basketball 
teams.
Responses to the two questions asked at the end of test administra­
tion are summarized in Appendix B, Table 11. Tables 9 and 10 show the 
time and place of administration for coaches and players on both testings.
CHAPTER V
SUMMARY
Thirteen high school basketball teams and their coaches were admin­
istered the Tennessee Self-concept Scale (TSCS) in their high schools 
before and after the regular season play started. The players were asked 
to take the TSCS three times; as they were, as they would like to be, and 
to guess how the coach responded on the TSCS. The coaches responded as to 
how they were and how they would like to be. Win-loss records were com- 
piled and the relationships between win-loss, self-concept and interper­
sonal perception were examined.
It was found that these basketball teams' self-concept was not af­
fected by winning or losing. All self-concepts went up, and the lowest 
team on the win-loss hierarchy had a similar profile to the highest team. 
Thus, winning was not seen as either a good or bad philosophy for a coach 
to hold as related to self-concept. At best, one could call win-loss an 
indifferent variable. The! limitations of4a group average may prove to 
be the reason for the lack of relationship between winning or losing and 
self-concept. Interpersonal perception was related negatively to the 
self-concept and not related to win-loss. The most suprising result was 
that the real self-concepts were very low; a finding which needs further 
research to determine the validity. There are many gaps in the general 
research area, and problems with this research in particular. Several 
research problems were posed in hopes that research will continue in 
this area,
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APPENDIX A
PROFILE SHEETS
The following profile sheets were constructed by plotting each 
teams' raw scores for the TSCS on a hand made replica of the TSCS 
Profile Sheet, The teams' ideal (I) and real (R) self-concepts were 
used for both the first (i) and second (2) administration.
The key for the sheets? is *
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400 135
T4o
380
' '  ?-35 • . / „  ,
770 ...... ^  .'■>>$
360 120 75l i f t .
130
125
330
120
115
110
48
Team 8 POSITIVE SCORES
ROW COLUMN
140
400 130 \85
T O 8.0'
135
360 120110 * ?5,..
• 105
125
« _ *-<-v
70
330
1 90
^ 7
115
310
n o
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POSITIVE SCORESTeam 9
COLUMN
140
400 130
135
370
360 l i t ) 120
105
120
 ^
115 85
— ----------------------
110 80
50
Team 10 POSITIVE SCORES
ROW
■65-400
380
870
360 110'- 120
7 < K
125 2lL330  -
s 120
820
310
115
110
51
Team 11 POSITIVE SCORES
ROW
140
T5o
400
130
380 80.
135
360 120
130
125
^ 7
115
110
52
Team 12 POSITIVE SCORE,
80'
400 130
135
•\bo380
/  115370
360 120110
130
* ^ 7
115
110
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T
T
0
T
A
L
Team 13 POSITIVE SCORES
ROW COLUMN
1 2 . 3 A B c D E
— ---yyj
I4d
41 0 145
140
80 O'*
85
-"-70 ■ 400 130 I35 85 85
. -S r\
— 590-r 
380
.— rz-*3—
\
_
130
. y
'"u y ’̂©b‘‘x3o • A 5''V -80
80
N
. . 37 .0 . .
\  135VN
A -
/ n 5 v .........
‘ f
"•.75*" 70
-V\.
-- V-r
.■75"
" A
. r r \
360 
. 350 '
..."*r"7
130
%
110
lO*v*
120 75.✓ . ✓ A / / .
X X X
75
* , 70
340
*
sl_ A 4 7 /  70
Vo'*' 70 ’ X X X
330
X720
120 /95
/ O A -
f ___ 0
.. 65 . X X o
\ •
. 65
310 
-V'iT}..
' >
U5 85
1 V y a'ma
60 60 .. 60
60
110 80
■ ltO'
S5„.
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APPENDIX B 
TABLES
Table 8 presents a statistical analysis for the various combinations 
of Rl, R2, II, II, MHP and PI, Tables 9 and 10 present the time and place 
of testing for first and second administration. Table 11 presents the 
most consistent answer to the post experimental questions. The questions 
are printed exactly as they were asked in the footnotes to Table 11.
It was not possible for one experimentor to obtain results from all Ss 
for a number of reasons (e.g., coach disapproval, testing during class 
time). This accounts for the variable number of responses.
55
TABLE 8
PAIRED COMPARISONS
Comparison Sum Dif^ Md Est, Md t
Rl by 11 = D1 218,383.28 125.29 9.59 13.06**
R2 by 12 = D2 248,541.78 129.88 13.71 9.47**
Dl by D2 21,078.49 11.24 10.87 1.06
Rl by R2 10,156.86 20.20 5.58 3.69**
11 by 12 29,428.95 24.42 11.80 2.07Rl by MHP 13,33̂ .82 21.61 6.83 3.16**
R2 by MHP 33,335.73 41.81 8.26 5.06**11 by MHP 299,672.22 147.17 10.79 13.64**
12 by MHP 393,089.17 171.58 8.58 21.03**
Rl by PI 168,779.11 111.47 6,82 16.82**
R2 by PI 118,9̂ *8.71 91.28 8.27 11.03**
11 by PI 20,665.3** 14.07 10.78 1.31**
12 by PI 29,767.32 38.57 8.16 4.73**
Rl by R2a 10,156.86 22.26 4.88 4.56**
11 by I2a 29,428.95 32.41 6.42 5.05**
Key» R-Real Self-concept 1-First Administration
I-Ideal Self-concept 2-Second Administration
MHP-Mental Hospital Patient’s R 
Pl-Personality Integrated Group’s R
aAbsolute Discrepancy Scores used 
**p<.0l
Team
1
2
34
56
78
910
11
12
13
TABLE 9
TIME -AND PLACE OF FIRST ADMINISTRATION
Player Coach
Classroom-Gym Same
Classroom-Sehool Office-School
Classroom-Gym Same
Classroom-School Same
Bleachers-Gym Office-Gym
Clas sroom-Gym Same
Teacher’s Lounge Same
Classroom-School Same
Classroom-School Office-School
Classroom-Gym Office-Gym
Bleachers-Gym Office-Gym
T Classroom-School Office-School
, Classroom-Gym Same
Time
3 s 08pm 
3i55pm 
2i45pm 
4tl5pm
5t00pm
U-109pm 
8»30am 
2i45pm 
5»30pm 
5»00pm 
1 130pm 
2 s 30pm 
11jOOam
Team
' 1
2
34
56
78
910
11
12
13
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TABLE 10
TIME AND PLACE OF SECOND ADMINISTRATION
Player
Classroom-Gym
Classroom-School
Classroom-Gym
Classroom-School
Bleachers-Gym
Classroom-School
Teacher's Lounge
Classroom-School
Classroom-School
Classroom-School
Bleachers-Gym
Classroom-School
Classroom-Gym
Coach
Office-School
Office-School
Same
Same
Same
Office-School
Same
Home
Office-School
Same
Same
Office-School
Same
Time
8i50am 
3:30pm 
2i25pm 
h i00pm 
3»30pm 
8r30am 
2i00pm 
2*30pm 
7i30am 
5>00pm 
3*15pm 
2i30pm 
k t30pm
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TABLE il
■ RESPONSES TO POST EXPERIMENTAL QUESTIONS
Team Qla Remarks Q2b Remarks
Yes No Yes No
1 3 2 Easier b 1 Coach
2 6 3 Easier 3 3 Coach
3 1 b - 5 1 Coach
b 5 b Easier 9 0 Coach
5 0 1 — 1 0 Coach
6 0 7 — 1 6 Ideal
7 b b Easier 6 2 Coach
8 b 0 Easier 3 1 Coach
9 5 3 Easier 7 3 Coach10 2 3 Motivation b Coach11 8 3 Easier 9 3 Coach12 k 2 Easier 4 2 Coach
13 1 5 Easier 5 1 Self
a,'Did you find this test any different than the
last? How?1’
b,,Did you answer any of the questions differently? 
Ideal, real or coach?*’
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